
THE GULF WAR of 1991 might 
have had a much differ ent out-
come dam Hussein 
pos sessed a small nuclear arse­
nal or if he had decided to use 
his chemical weapons.  The 
Bottom- - Up Review conducted 

by the Depart ment of Defense (DOD) in 
1993 identi fied the threat of weapons of mass 

de struc tion (WMD) in the hands of a small 
number of antago nis tic regional adver sar ies 
such as Iraq as the number one secu rity 
threat to the United States. Presi dent Clin­
ton has addressed this theme in publi c 
speeches, and in his address to the United 
Na tions (UN) General Assem bly in Sep tem­
ber 1993, he vowed to give WMD prolif era­
tion a higher profile.  Conse quently, his 
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sub or di nates are devel op ing a two-­
pronged—some people allege two-- faced—ap­
proach to control ling this problem. 

On the one side, the Clinton admini stra­
tion vig or ously advo cates tradi tional non-
pro lifera tion measures.  US leader ship was 
in strumen tal in secur ing the uncon di­
tional and in defi nite exten sion of the 
Nu clear Non prolif era tion Treaty (NPT) in 
May 1995. The United States is moving for-
ward with negotia tions for the Compre hen­
sive Test Ban Treaty and the Fissile Mate rial 
Cut off. The admini stra tion also promotes 
the Chemical Weapons Conven tion and Bio­
logi cal Weap ons Conven tion despite the re­
sur gent oppo si tion of congres sional 
con ser va tives.  Under US leader ship, classi cal 
dip lo matic approaches to WMD nonpro lif era­
tion are enjoy ing broader inter na tional sup-
port than ever before. 

Ja pan and South Korea . . . while 
greatly concerned over the 

North Korean nuclear weapons 
pro gram, appear to have neither 

wel comed nor condemned 
coun ter pro lif era tion. 

On the other side, DOD launched its de­
fense Counter pro lif era tion Initia tive (CPI) 
in Decem ber 1993 under the sponsor ship of 
the late secre tary of defense Les Aspin. 
Coun ter pro lif era tion provides military op­
tions to counter the acqui si tion and use of 
WMD by re gional adver sar ies.  Its support ers 
claim that these new military options will 
strengthen and enhance the tradi tional non-
pro lif era tion op tions.  Key DOD offi cials 
have been careful to stress that counter pro­
lif era tion will in no way replace nonpro lif­
era tion, but that its purpose is to provide 
us able options when non pro lif era tion fails. 

The CPI has five compo nents for devel op­
ment: 

•for mally creat ing the new mission, 
•ac quir ing hardware suitable to the 

threat, 
•de vel op ing new war-- fighting doctrine, 
•im prov ing intel li gence capa bili ties, and 
•build ing consen sus with allies. 

It remains to be seen whether these 
compo nents will be effec tive and whether 
they will pro vide a long-- range tool compati­
ble with the vari ous nonpro lif era tion trea­
ties and agreements. 

To some analysts, pursuit of both paths 
ap pears to pose a conflict of inter est.  Many
pro po nents of tradi tional diplo matic non-
pro lif era tion efforts fear that the coer cive 
ele ment of counter pro lif era tion, espe cially the 
threat to use military force, will under mine 
the inter na tional coop era tion and consen­
sus upon which nonpro lif era tion depends 
for its suc cess.  They also criticize counter-
pro lif era tion as a short-- term solu tion to the 
WMD prolif era tion problem because it does 
not directly confront the long-- term secu rity 
concerns that moti vate regional adver sar ies 
to acquire WMD in the first place. Others 
point out that some people view counter pro­
lif era tion as a panacea, whereas, at best, it is 
proba bly only a stopgap measure that could 
be stillborn if required technolo gies cannot 
be de vel oped.  They know that military op­
era tions are not with out risk, pointing to 
past intel li gence and opera tional failures.  Fi­
nally, some people fear that counter pro lif era­
tion will under mine the tra di tional US 
lead er ship that has been so vital to nego ti at­
ing, imple ment ing, and improv ing various 
non pro lif era tion treaties and agreements. 

Can we develop counter pro lif era tion so that 
it lives up to its propo nents' expec ta tions to 
en hance tradi tional nonpro lif era tion without 
un der min ing what diplo macy has already 
accom plished?  To answer this question, we 
must check for any hard evidence that coun­
ter prolif era tion erodes confi dence in the trea­
ties and agreements that make up the 
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nu clear nonpro lif era tion regime and in 
other WMD nonpro lif era tion initia tives. 
Thank fully, little ex ists.  We then look below 
the surface to examine various tensions that 
coun terpro lif era-- tion has created for the 
United States and decide if these can be 
man aged and minimized from the perspec tive 
of national policy. 

Tensions Caused by 
Counterproliferation 

Af ter the CPI was announced, three types 
of tensions affect ing the forma tion of a na­
tional coun ter pro lif era tion policy became ap­
par ent:  (1) tension between the United 
States, its key al lies, and other partners; (2) 
ten sions between agen cies and depart ments 
of the US govern ment; and (3) tensions be-
tween the government and its soci ety. Mod­
els of state deci sion mak ing found in 
Gra ham Alli son's classic work Es sence of De­
ci sion, a critical analysis of US and Soviet 
decision- - making processes during the 13 days 
of the Cuban missile crisis, help us under stand 
these tensions.  Alli son uses three models to 
ex plain how each side thought through and 
acted out its policy. These mod els have since 
been adapted to explain a wide va ri ety of 
decision- - making and policy-- process scenar­
ios. Two of the models are readily adapt able 
to explain ing the tensions produced by coun­
ter pro lif era tion.  A third model is of my 
own design. 

Intergovernmental Tensions 

Al li son's model one, often called the rational 
ac tor or “classi cal” model, addresses inter­
gov ern men tal tensions between the United 
States and its key allies and partners, explain ing 
state deci sion making as “the more or less 
pur posive acts of unified national gov­
ernments.” 1  This model focuses on key in­
di vidu als acting for the govern ment or on a 
se quence of known or expected logic such 

as cost-- benefit analysis.  Alli son explains 
the model as a chess scenario in which “an 
in di vid ual player [moves] the pieces with 
ref er ence to plans and tactics toward the 
goal of win ning.”2  Model one probably pro­
vides the best way to explain tensions cre­
ated between the United States and other 
gov ernments, which, although publicly 
muted by di plo macy and secrecy, are none-
the less present. 

Is sues with NATO.  Two of our strongest 
al lies, the United Kingdom and France, have 
wel comed the initia tive with consid er able
en thu si asm.  Only six weeks after Aspin's 
an nounce ment of the CPI, the British defense 
min is ter expressed his approval, saying that 
“the American admini stra tion has made coun­
tering prolif era tion a major policy prior ity. 
We warmly welcome this, and we are look­
ing forward to discus sions with our NATO al­
lies on this impor tant subject over the 
com ing months.”3 The French defense 
white paper, “Livre Blanc sur la Defense,” is-
sued in March 1994, devotes six pages to the 
need to improve deter rence against WMD 
and calls for a new strategy using conven­
tional military capa bili ties that empha size 
ac tion, preven tion, and protec tion of mili­
tary forces from WMD.4  France also 
showed its enthu si asm and staked its claim 
in counter pro lif era tion by insist ing that it 
pro vide the first European cochair man of 
the NATO Defense Group on Prolif era tion 
(DGP), a subcabi net--level working commit-
tee that is now studying counter pro lif era tion 
and other WMD issues.  This move also 
helped NATO solid ify counter pro lif era tion 
as a politi cal issue—not just a military 
one.5  British and French inter est in coun­
ter pro lifera tion gives the concept far greater 
le giti macy, not only within NATO but also 
within the broader inter na tional forum.6 

Con sen sus building with these and other 
al lies helps re duce government-- to-­
government tensions. 

Other NATO allies have been more reserved 
and have tried to focus NATO's inter est in 
coun ter pro lif era tion only on the defen sive 



102 AIRPOWER JOURNAL SPRING 1997 

and intelligence-- collection aspects.  In a 
rare publi c display of poten tial allied ten­
sions over counter pro lif era tion and non-
pro lif era tion, German foreign minis ter 
Klaus Kinkel issued his Ten Point Nonpro lif­
era tion Initia tive on 15 Decem ber 1993, 
eight days after Aspin announced the CPI. 
Based on the tim ing of the document's re-
lease and its content, it seems clear that the 
ini tia tive was intended to provide a Euro­
pean counter balance to the CPI. The final 
point took a direct slap at any US inten tion 
to conduct counter prolif era tion unilat er­
ally, by insist ing that mili tary enforce ment 
meas ures—ex cept in the case of defense 
against armed attack—al ways re quire the 
ap proval of the UN Secu rity Council.7 

Could a future scenario involv ing

US resolve to execute counter-­


pro lif era tion strategies or tactics

hinge on the willing ness of a future


presi dent to make a deci sion

with out the consent of key


al lies or without inform ing the UN

Se cu rity Council?


In general, NATO's slow response to the 
CPI is not neces sar ily a cause for concern 
and is in fact viewed positively by DOD. After 
all, NATO has a history of reluc tantly fol­
lowing contro ver sial US initia tives.  For exam­
ple, NATO took over six years to adopt its 
own doc trine of “flexible response” after 
Presi dent Ken nedy first proposed it.8  It is 
help ful here to remem ber that key allies 
have not always viewed prolif era tion with 
the same urgency as the United States. Dis­
agree ments over export con trols of sensi tive 
tech nolo gies are but one exam ple.  From the 
per spec tive of international-- relations the­
ory, NATO allies have the luxury of “free 
rid ing” on the US initia tive while maintain­
ing cautious or ambiva lent stances in the 
pub li c forum.  Tensions that persist appear 

to be in evi ta ble but are probably manage able. 
They are likely to decrease as counter pro lif­
era tion pol icy and military capa bili ties be-
come better defined. 

Is sues with Other Countries.  Non-- NATO 
al lies greeted the CPI with what appeared 
to be a “wait and see” atti tude. Japan and 
South Korea, for exam ple, while greatly 
concerned over the North Korean nuclear 
weapons program, appear to have neither 
welco med nor con demned counter pro lif­
eration. Offi cials or pri vate citizens have 
had little to say publicly, most likely because 
they are under standa bly un will ing to provoke 
North Korea.9  The stance of the Japanese 
may also be a reflec tion of their reluc tance to 
be mired in contro ver sial, for eign polit­
ico--mili tary issues while they strug gle 
with their gov ern ment's stabil ity and an 
eco nomic reces sion.  Austra lia, another key 
ally, also has been nota bly quiet, perhaps 
be cause it is less directly threatened by nu-
clear weapons and is part of the South Pacific 
Nu clear Free Zone. The CPI might upstage 
its own initia tives in chemical and biologi­
cal nonpro lif era tion, so it has much to gain 
by fence--sit ting, while continu ing its own 
ini tia tives. 

Other foreign govern ments were remarka­
bly reserved in their response to the CPI, a 
re ac tion not completely unan tici pated since 
gov ern ments tend to be cautious in their 
han dling of contro ver sial foreign-- policy is-
sues. It is also likely that some 
government- - to--gov ern ment contacts on 
this issue will remain closely guarded ex-
changes between ambas sa dors and key offi­
cials, and are likely never to be aired in
pub li c.  The Russian General Staff, for exam­
ple, received a briefing on the CPI from US 
of fi cials and agreed to future meetings, but 
Rus sian Federa tion offi cials have had little 
to say, except in off--the- - record settings. 
Aside from the diplo matic tra di tion of discre­
tion, there are several other possi ble expla na­
tions as well. 

Many states, particu larly devel op ing na­
tions and those belong ing to the Non-
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aligned Movement, simply do not have the 
re sources to focus on more than one or two 
WMD prolif era tion issues at a time. Such 
states will work on issues of most imme di ate 
con cern to their national inter ests.  Until re­
cently, many dwelled on the NPT exten sion 
pro cess, concen trat ing on how best to use 
their voting power and how to maximize 
con ces sions or finan cial aid in exchange for 
their votes. Oth ers are inter ested in 
nuclear- - weapons--free- - zone nego tia tions, 
the easing of export con trols, or the clarifi­
ca tion of dual-- use technol ogy issues.  Few 
took more than a passing notice of an ini­
tia tive designed to target the few states that 
might break their NPT obli ga tions.  Al­
though signifi cant latitude existed for devel­
op ing states to allege that the CPI was part 
of the discrimi na tory regime of nuclear 
states over nonnu clear states, no one has 
raised this issue offi cially.  Further, it has 
not inflamed a North-- South debate, except 
among a handful of private politi cal ana-
lysts.10 

Interagency Tensions 

Al li son's model three, also known as the 
gov ern ment politics or “bureau cratic” model, 
helps explain the decision-- making process 
from an intra gov ern men tal perspec tive by 
ex am in ing “mechanisms from which gov­
ernmen tal actions emerge.”11  It “focuses on 
the politics of a govern ment” and explains 
pol icy “not as choices or output, [but] . . . as 
a resul tant of various bargain ing games 
among players in the national govern­
ment.”12  An analyst using model three has 
“ex plained” an event “when he has discov­
ered who did what to whom that yielded 
the action in ques tion.”13  He also pre­
sented the model--three perspec tive as a 
chess variant involv ing “a number of players, 
with distinct objec tives but shared power 
over the pieces . . . determin ing the moves as 
the resul tant of colle gial bargain ing.”14  Ten­
sions that devel oped between DOD, the 
State Depart ment, and the Arms Control and 

Dis ar ma ment Agency (ACDA) may thus be ex­
plained as the out ward manifes ta tions of bar-
gains and power plays between entrenched 
bu reauc ra cies and politi cal figures vying for 
power. Many of these tensions were re-
solved when turf and re spon si bili ties were 
clari fied by Daniel Pone man of the National 
Se cu rity Council (NSC) and subse quently by 
former under sec re tary of defense John 
Deutch, but in hindsight the tension was 
proba bly avoidable.15 

The CPI seems to have caught the govern­
ment arms control commu nity by surprise. 
The ensu ing confu sion over defini tions and 
turf gave the appear ance that prior dia­
logue with the State Depart ment and ACDA 
was inef fec tive.  The new military mis­
sion appeared to be in direct compe ti tion 
with the dip lo matic approach and precipi­
tated a be hind--the- - scenes bureau cratic 
bat tle over its compa ti bil ity with exist ing
trea ties and agree ments.  Disclaim ers that the 
new mission would not replace diplo macy 
and would not lessen nonpro lif era tion ef­
forts were not altogether convinc ing. 
They also implied a possi ble conflict of in­
ter est.  When a policy ini tia tive cuts across 
cabi net boundaries, as it clearly did in this 
case, the least contro ver sial ap proach calls 
for the president or the national secu rity
ad vi sor—not a depart ment sec re tary—to an­
nounce it. This approach would clarify 
that it is the president's plan, not just the 
plan of one of the compet ing bureauc ra cies. 
The CPI clearly had the labels “de fense” and 
“ini tia tive” and was thus destined to create 
bu reau cratic tension.  Its critics in ferred the 
worst—that DOD might start ad vo cat ing 
the use of force to replace diplo macy. 

The lack of presiden tial and cabinet-- level 
in volve ment in this issue to date is of no little 
con se quence.  It affects debate both within 
and outside the admini stra tion.  Neither Presi­
dent Clinton nor Secre tary William Perry 
has referred publicly to the CPI or even used 
the term coun ter pro lif era tion in a major 
speech. This seems odd when one consid ers 
that counter pro lif era tion is touted as the na­
tion's leading military response to its 
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number one military threat. Only Ashton 
Car ter, as sis tant secre tary of defense for inter­
na tional secu rity policy, and his assis tant 
Mitchell Waller stein mention it in publi c.  It 
seems as though offi cials above Dr. Carter's 
level are satis fied with the “let's study it” 
ap proach and are therefore comfort able with 
re main ing publicly noncom mit tal on coun­
ter pro lif era tion for the present. 

When Aspin announced the CPI, he said 
that “President Clinton not only recog nized 
the danger of the new threat, he gave us this 
new mission to cope with it.”16  But the five 
points that Aspin announced, as well as the 
spec trum of new proliferation-- response 
options they created, were not clearly un­
derstood within the compet ing agen­
cies—thus the need for Daniel Pone man's
well- - known memoran dum explain ing the 
dif fer ence between counter pro lif era tion and 
non pro lif era tion.  As analyst Joseph Pilat ob­
served, the counter pro lif era tion debate be-
came unnec es sar ily “compli cated by
di ver gent bureau cratic inter ests and the ab­
sence of a widely accepted defini tion of the 
term.”17  Policy initia tives should help clar­
ify what an admini stra tion wants to do—not 
cre ate addi tional confu sion within its own 
ranks. The CPI backfired in this regard.  The 
fact that one finds little direct evidence of this 
ten sion in govern ment documents or 
speeches by key offi cials speaks well of the 
Ameri can system of politi cal discourse, the 
rela tive effi ciency of US govern ment bu­
reauc racy, and the discre tion of key offi cials 
and their staffs. But tension was clearly evi­
dent among secon dary sources, includ ing
working- - level offi cials and private analysts 
who regularly inter act with them. 

Aspin's strong unilat eral approach cre­
ated new tensions among inher ently com­
peti tive bureauc ra cies, particu larly DOD, 
State, and ACDA. The inabil ity of DOD of­
fi cials at both the senior and working levels 
to clarify their inten tions exac er bated the 
im pres sion that DOD was encroach ing on 
dip lo matic turf.18  Even Carter admit ted in 
his testi mony to the Senate Armed Services 
Com mit tee in April 1994 that “frankly, I 

don't think we have done a very good job of
ex plain ing what we mean by counter pro lif­
era tion.”19  All these bureauc ra cies have 
long tradi tions of inde pend ence, asser tive­
ness, and rivalry.  The egos of both senior 
and working-- level offi cials also play a part 
in any contest between organi za tions.  One 
gov ern ment or corpo rate staff is often con-
temp tu ous of a rival staff if the latter ap­
pears disor gan ized or advances a contrary
po si tion. 

The NSC hier ar chy for manag ing the full 
spec trum of prolif era tion responses, as now 
for mal ized in the Deutch Report, helps re­
duce bureau cratic tensions.  Tasking origi­
nates with NSC princi pals and working-­
level commit tees and is then dissemi nated 
to the proper agency for action.  This pro­
cess legiti mizes tasking, helps minimize in­
ter agency bicker ing, and makes NSC the 
con duit of the presi dent's authority in defin­
ing the national inter est and secu rity policy. 
Ul ti mately, NSC acts as arbi ter of the deli­
cate balance between nonpro lif era tion and 
coun ter pro lif era tion, and as the crucial link 
from both sides of prolif era tion policy back 
to the presi dent.  Clarifi ca tion of NSC's role 
as manager of all counter pro lif era tion and 
non pro lif era tion issues repre sents a positive 
step towards defus ing inter agency tension. 

State--Societal Tensions 

To explain tensions that counter pro lif era­
tion creates between the US govern ment and 
so ci ety—par ticu larly those between govern­
ment and nongov ern ment organi za tions 
(NGO)—I propose a third, “state-- societal” 
model. This model explains state deci sion 
mak ing as one result of a state's inter ac tion 
with its soci ety, specifi cally, the impact of 
ex pert and publi c opin ion on decision-­
making processes.  Alli son did not address 
this issue, which may have been far less rele­
vant in the 1960s and early 1970s, when he 
did his work. 

Like the chess players in model three, a 
com mit tee repre sent ing US govern ment agen-
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cies and the execu tive branch must achieve 
con sen sus before moving the pieces. In ad­
di tion, however, these players are subjected 
to loud, often conflict ing, infor ma tion from 
a grandstand full of specta tors who are obvi­
ously inter ested in the game but are not 
respon si ble for its outcome (i.e., the plethora 
of opinions tendered by the NGO commu­
nity). Like a rowdy crowd at a sporting 
event, this gal lery of prolif era tion connois­
seurs produces much noise, with occa sion ally 
co her ent shouts from indi vidu als or a group. 
These shouts may either influ ence the game 
or be ignored in favor of the exist ing game 
plan. Each player weighs a sugges tion or criti­
cism before acting but reserves the right to 
act inde pend ently.  NGO analysts make im­
por tant contri bu tions to the debate and 
policy- - making forum because they are free 
to discuss issues that govern ment offi cials 
must consid er but are sometimes reluc tant 
to acknowl edge. 

The most constant and vocif er ous ten­
sions emerge from the NGO commu nity's 
steady stream of criticism, much of which is 
“noise,” with few impli ca tions for US policy.
Ex am ples include concerns raised by ana­
lysts—many from devel op ing countries—as 
well as organi za tions such as Greenpeace 
Inter na tional.  They assert that counter pro­
liferation discrimi nates against devel­
oping countries, and some allege that the 
ini tia tive is a thinly dis guised attempt to 
re tar get US nuclear weapons against the 
third world. Others complain that counter-
pro lif era tion vio lates princi ples of inter na­
tional law and order and will further 
un der mine the authority of the UN. Al­
though these concerns are inter est ing and 
have strong moral appeal, many of these 
ana lysts look at counter pro lifera tion in iso­
la tion from the rest of US policy. They in­
fer from its declara tory
coun ter pro lif era tion policy that the 
United States will somehow abandon its 
long- - standing commit ment to re in vig or ate 
the UN, uphold the rule of law, and 
strengthen tra di tional diplo matic nonpro lif­
era tion efforts. 

One must carefully consid er NGO criti­
cisms in the context of US national inter est 
to deter mine whether any substance exists 
that may ulti mately affect secu rity policy.
Oc ca sion ally, NGOs succeed in raising is-
sues that the US govern ment is reluc tant to 
ad dress, such as the tension created by
coun ter pro lif era tion over the possi ble use of 
US nuclear weapons.  This tension may turn 
out to be a healthy one; indeed, if the gov­
ernment delib er ately keeps it ambigu ous and if 
the NGOs keep it in the publi c light, it may 
turn out to serve both counter pro lif era tion 
and non pro lif era tion.  Such ambi gu ity may 
cause regional adver sar ies to reas sess the 
costs and risks inher ent in seeking to ac­
quire WMD. It may also cause states inter­
ested in stopping WMD prolif era tion to 
work harder for consen sus, for fear that the 

The possi bil ity that the United 
States might use its nuclear 
weap ons against a regional 
ad ver sary armed with WMD consti­
tutes a signifi cant real ity check for 
that state. 

United States may resort to unilat eral mili­
tary means in the absence of progress to-
wards a solu tion. 

One of the reasons the CPI has caused so 
much intel lec tual tension with the NGO 
com mu nity is that it engages two key de-
bates of the post-- cold- - war era. The first is 
whether or not the United States will use its 
mili tary forces unilat er ally in the future or 
only as part of multi lat eral coali tions, as the 
gov ern ment currently claims. For exam ple, 
could a future scenario involv ing US resolve 
to execute counter pro lif era tion strategies 
or tac tics hinge on the willing ness of a 
fu ture president to make a deci sion without 
the consent of key allies or without inform­
ing the UN Secu rity Council?  It is possi ble 
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to imagine a scenario in which no time ex­
ists for such consul ta tion.  The second de-
bate concerns when military force should be 
used and when diplo matic efforts are no 
longer produc tive.  NGO analysts have the 
free dom to make strong moral and emo­
tional appeals across the full spectrum of 
these debates without bearing the respon si­
bil ity for secu rity or policy ramifi ca tions. 
They often oper ate in the sphere of ideal ism 
rather than real po li tik.  For this reason, 
much of what they say is of relatively little 
use in the formu la tion of US or NATO de­
fense policy, although it is impor tant to lis­
ten to and filter the issues they raise. 

Manageable Tensions Make 
Progress Possible 

The five key compo nents of the nuclear 
weap ons nonpro lif era tion regime include 
(1) the Nuclear Nonpro lif era tion Treaty, (2) 
the statute of the Inter na tional Atomic En­
ergy Agency (IAEA), (3) the two nuclear-­
weapons- - free zones (NWFZ) currently in ef­
fect in South America and the South Pacific, 
(4) posi tive and negative secu rity assur ances, 
and (5) export controls. These compo nents 
are healthy and enjoy ing fairly robust inter­
na tional support.  Although all five have 

The “carrot and stick” approach to

WMD prolif era tion is appro pri ate.


Fur ther, we should vigor ously

sup port and broaden nonpro lif era­


tion whenever possi ble, while

de vel op ing and improv ing an

ef fec tive counter pro lif era tion


strat egy and the military

ca pa bil ity to imple ment it, should


the need ever arise.


prob lems and need strengthen ing, they are 
en joy ing broader support than ever before, 
ow ing in large part to the strength of US 
lead er ship and the repeated (although 
occasion ally incon sis tent) willing ness of US 
presi dents to engage prolif era tion issues as 
an ongo ing part of foreign rela tions.  The 
in defi nite and uncon di tional exten sion of 
the NPT in May 1995, without so much as a 
men tion of counter pro lif era tion over the 
entire course of the publi c debate, is am­
ple evidence that proceed ing with counter-
pro lif era tion will not damage the regime. 
The IAEA enjoys greater support and credi­
bil ity than at any other time in its history 
and contin ues as one of the UN's most ef­
fec tive agen cies.  Progress with the Middle 
East peace process, includ ing latent hope of 
a Mideast NWFZ, contin ues to move forward 
un der US leader ship.  Although secu rity as­
sur ances remain static for the present, they 
are in no danger of being abandoned by any 
of the declared nuclear-- weapons powers 
who have under writ ten them. Export con­
trols continue to be problem atic, although 
the conse quences of failing to apply them 
are more clearly under stood in light of the
ex pe ri ence with Iraq and the desire to in­
hibit other would-- be prolif era tors from 
emu lat ing the Iraqi procure ment network. 

The United States as Leader 

Time and again over the past 50 years, the 
United States has affirmed its leader ship in 
slow ing and prevent ing WMD prolif era tion. 
The NPT exten sion, while not exclu sively  a 
US “victory,” is nonethe less a mandate for 
con tin ued US leader ship in this field. Ex­
perts in inter na tional law concede that the 
treaty's weakness lies in the realm of en-
force ment.  But counter pro lif era tion may
ac tu ally repre sent a means of enforc ing, or 
at least forcefully under writ ing, the princi­
ples and insti tu tions of nonpro lif era tion by
pro vid ing a means of counter ing states that 
vio late their nonpro lif era tion obli ga tions. 
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The Threat of US or NATO Military Action 

The threat of possi ble US or NATO military
ac tion against a poten tial prolif era tor pro­
vides a healthy tension that may convince a 
non nu clear state to forgo acqui si tion of 
WMD. It also may cause a nuclear state to 
think twice before it brandishes or threat-
ens to use its WMD. Counter pro lif era tion 
also provides hope that the effects of WMD 
can be eliminated or at least countered on 
fu ture regional battle fields.  The possi bil ity 
that the United States might use its nuclear 
weap ons against a regional adver sary armed 
with WMD con sti tutes a signifi cant real ity 
check for that state. 

Counterproliferation Not New 

The intel lec tual history of counter pro lif era­
tion ante dates the first nuclear weapons.  Av­
ner Cohen notes that the Manhat tan Project, 
in addi tion to its task of produc ing nuclear 
weap ons, had “the task of monitor ing and, 
if possi ble, deny ing German nuclear weap­
ons activi ties.”20  Maj Gen Leslie Groves, 
Man hat tan Project direc tor, coor di nated an 
ex ten sive intelligence-- collection program 
un der the code word “Alsos,” which focused 
on Italian, French, and German nuclear re-
search.21  He also ordered commando and 
bomb ing attacks that destroyed the German 
heavy- - water facil ity at Vemork (Rjukan), 
Nor way.22  Fearing that a “German Oak 
Ridge” was fast devel op ing near the towns 
of Bissen gen and Hechin gen in the Black 
For est, he chose not to bomb these facili ties 
“since that would only drive the project un­
der ground and we would run the risk of not 
find ing it again in time.”23 

His concerns offer insight into the cur-
rent question about the effec tive ness of 
mili tary strikes as a counter pro lif era tion 
tool. In the closing months of the war, 
Groves ordered the bombing of a facil ity 
that manufac tured thorium and uranium 
com po nents and the seizure of a German 
ura nium stockpile to pre vent them from fal­
ling into Soviet hands.24  In the final days of 

the war, US forces were diverted to the 
Bissengen- - Hechingen area—well inside the 
French zone of advance—to quickly round up
Ger man scien tists; seize equipment, ura­
nium, and heavy water; and disman tle Ger­
man labora to ries ahead of the advanc ing 
French army.25 

Re nowned British social ist and pacifist 
phi loso pher Bertrand Russell, upset with the 
bru tal ity of the Soviet occu pa tion of Eastern 
Europe and deeply concerned with the pros­
pect of a nuclear arms race, suggested in 
1948 that the United States use its nuclear 
mo nop oly to threaten war in order to force 
the Sovi ets to accept nuclear disar ma ment. 
He justi fied his posi tion on the basis that 
“some wars, a very few, are justi fied, even 
nec es sary.  They are usually neces sary be-
cause matters have been permit ted to drag 
on their obvi ously evil way till no peaceful 
means can stop them.”26  Many prominent 
Ameri can “doves” ulti mately agreed with 
Rus sell.  One might apply a similar ration ale 
to the use of force in counter pro lif era tion. 

On two occa sions, the Sovi ets consid ered 
us ing military force to stop the Chinese nu-
clear weapons program, at one point con­
sult ing with the US govern ment about the 
pos si bil ity of joint action to destroy China's 
gase ous diffu sion plant.27  During the Cu­
ban missile crisis, President Kennedy's NSC 
ex ecu tive commit tee consid ered conven­
tional air strikes against Soviet medium-­
and intermediate-- range ballis tic missile sites 
bef ore finally decid ing to impose a naval 
quar an tine.  The quaran tine option is also 
an exam ple of counter pro lif era tion, even 
though it targeted a state that already had nu-
clear weapons rather than rolled back a nas­
cent nuclear weapons state. More recently, 
coa li tion forces bombed various Iraqi WMD 
fa cili ties in the Gulf War of 1991, although 
in hindsight, these strikes also revealed the 
limi ta tions of coali tion intel li gence, target­
ing, and strike capa bili ties.28  From the out-
set, the war itself took on a preven tive
col ora tion, much in the spirit of counter-
pro lif era tion. 
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Clearly, counter pro lif era tion is not a new 
con cept.29  The United States has a long 
history of counterproliferation-- like ac­
tiv ity, includ ing intel li gence collec tion, 
analy sis, planning, and even using military 
force to protect against WMD prolif era tion. 
Us ing Russell's logic, one can justify coun­
ter pro lifera tion on moral grounds—an ar­
gu ment consis tent with the American 
tra di tion of moral ity in its foreign affairs, 
in clud ing the use of force. In peacetime, it 
seems prudent to develop and engage whole-
heart edly in the full range of counter pro lif­
era tion activi ties short of actu ally using 
force—and to antici pate using force if neces­
sary. 

Anticipatory Self--Defense 

The liberal but contro ver sial inter pre ta tion 
of a country's inher ent right of self-- defense
de rives from Arti cle 51 of the UN charter. 
Built by case law, it espouses the doctrine of 
an tici pa tory self-- defense.  Under this inter-
pre ta tion, a nation need not wait for the 
first blow to fall before it defends itself. 
This issue has long been a source of inter na­
tional debate and is, without doubt, the 
strong est single tension evoked by the CPI. 
Al though the Israeli air strike on the Osiraq
re ac tor argua bly violated the UN charter by 
the narrow view of self-- defense and was al­
most univer sally condemned at the time, Is­
rael justi fied its actions, based on the 
broader view. The strike and the Begin Doc-
trine, articu lated shortly thereaf ter, were 
based on the notion that in rare circum­
stances a state may justi fia bly act in antici pa­
tion of a threat.  In the spring of 1992,
Sec re tary of Defense Dick Cheney effec­
tively reversed US condem na tion of the 
Osiraq air strike by publi cly thanking Israel 
and noting that its action had clearly pre-
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